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short, spirit cannot be conceived off the material plane. The name either connotes nothing, or it connotes some material quality. The very statement that it exists is the attribution to it of a purely material characteristic. And in so far as it possesses material characteristics, it is included within the materialistic scheme of natural events.
Spiritualism, then, has to be condemned root and branch. And in so condemning it, 1 would include under it various other beliefs not usually associated with it. I would include, for instance, the metaphysical materialism of the ancient Greeks. For their materialism was very different from ours. They acquiesced in the existence of souls, and differed only from the spiritualists in affirming that souls were made of matter. That they were philosophically far more advanced than their spiritualistic contemporaries is true; for their materialistic outlook anticipated modern views in a very remarkable manner. But scientific materialism of the present day has kept their general point of view, while dropping their metaphysics. We agree with Democritus that if there were a second entity connected with the body, it would necessarily be a material thing; but we deny the existence of any such entity.
The question of the origin of ideas of soul, spirit, etc., has been, approached both from the psychological and the sociological sides, and numerous theories have been suggested. There is no occasion here to enter upon so controversial a subject. We are concerned, not with the origin of the idea, but with the fact that the idea is a superstition. All existences of every kind form part of the materialistic scheme propounded by physics, and the assertion that there are existences outside that scheme is not even an intelligible statement: it is a sentence which carries no correlate in the realm of ideas. It is conceived only by tacitly supplying the material attributes which are verbally denied*
Criticism on this doctrine usually runs on the lines that it is a "narrow" and "unsatisfying" interpretation of